The aim of this paper is to identify ways for improvement of the Foresight evaluation framework on the basis of analysis and systematisation of accumulated experience in the field of project management. The paper is based on a detailed literature review related to an evaluation of Foresight and traditional projects. The comparison of evaluation approaches allows to provide recommendations for Foresight evaluation framework improvement. The elements which can enrich Foresight evaluation process are the following: the development of an evaluation model; the extensive use of quantitative methods; the elaboration of evaluation scales; the inclusion of economic indicators into evaluation; and the provision of more openness and transparency for evaluation results. Given the importance of Foresight evaluation procedures and the lack of a commonly applied methodological approach, the value of this paper consists in identifying a Foresight evaluation framework and enriching it with elements of project management. 
Introduction
High levels of uncertainty and risk are among the main obstacles for decision-making in the current economic and political situation (e.g. Beck, 1992) . Foresight is one of the most effective tools of building long-term strategies and policies with the goal of promoting economic, political, and social sustainability. Strong evaluation procedures are thereby crucial and should be applied through all stages of Foresight implementation. One of arguments in favor of evaluation is that Foresight projects * attract time, human, and financial resources, and it is important to understand whether the resources are allocated efficiently. Georghiou (2003) stresses -three basic tests‖ for Foresight evaluation: accountability, justification and learning.
This means that evaluation is provided in order to identify the efficiency of conducted activities, to analyse the effects of Foresight, and to find the ways for its improvement.
The importance of Foresight evaluation was realised in the late 1990s when the first Different evaluation methods and criteria were used in the framework of each programme.
Therefore, it appears that no generally accepted framework for evaluation of At the same time, the field of project management offers substantial experience regarding evaluation procedures. A project can be defined as -a temporary endeavor undertaken to create a unique product, service or result‖ (PMI, 1996: 4) and -a complex series of non-routine tasks directed to meet a specific goal‖ (Phillips et al., 2002) . The results of Foresight (policy recommendations, roadmaps, lists of key technologies, etc.) can be justly defined as a -unique product‖. Foresight exercises also suit the requirements of time limitation (-temporary‖), -nonroutine‖ and -specifity‖. Therefore a Foresight project is, in essence, a standard project with its own specificity. Thus it is appropriate to implement methods and approaches suitable for project assessment into an evaluation of a Foresight project. In other words, the methodology of Foresight evaluation could be supplemented by some of the approaches and methods used in project evaluation. The question is whether and what methods and tools applied to project * Foresight studies are implemented in a form of projects or programme --a group of related projects‖ (HM Treasury, 2003: 1) evaluation are suitable to analysis of Foresight and what improvements to the framework and process of Foresight evaluation should be made based on the project evaluation experience (Fig.1) . The research therefore starts with investigating the latter, and then the gaps in Foresight evaluation are identified. After that appropriate methods and tools are chosen to fill these gaps.
The purpose of this paper is thereby to elaborate recommendations for improvement of Foresight evaluation framework on the basis of analysis and systematisation of accumulated experience in the field of project management. 
Project evaluation: methods and approaches
Studies related to project evaluation have become an important part of project management research. Determining evaluation types, developing an evaluation framework, and identifying project performance are the main issues of project evaluation investigation. Before analysing the way project evaluation is performed, two basic branches of project evaluation development should be described. First, project evaluation was considered to be important mainly for financial decision-makers due to their need to counterpoise investment risk and expected profit. Such evaluation was conducted before the project was accepted, and the results were the main argument for starting the project. Moreover, investors and other project stakeholders were interested in ex-post information on effectiveness and efficiency of resource (including financial) allocation. Thus, the economic evaluation of projects (mainly investment projects) was shaped as a separate research and practical area. For the purpose of this study, the evaluation approach developed within the bounds of economic evaluation is described as the -resource‖ approach. This approach is aimed at evaluation of the way project resources (time, financial, etc.) are used.
Projects

Foresight projects
The second branch deals with evaluation of a project as a mix of interlinked activities aimed at the creation of a -unique product or service‖ (PMI, 1996) . According to this definition of a project, not only the economic aspects should be evaluated. Objectives, stakeholders' behaviour, and organisational structure thereby extend the focus of resource evaluation, which in turn leads to the -process‖ evaluation approach. In this section, the methods and tools applied through the resource approach are analysed, then the process approach specificities are described, and finally, similarities of these two approaches are identified.
In the framework of the resources approach, a variety of methods and evaluation techniques exist for the purpose of assessing a project's performance and expected profitability.
All methods are primarily aimed at justifying a project from a financial perspective. Thus, the methods are quantitative, and the evaluation indicators applied are linked with expected profit in one way or another. In some research papers, about twenty-five assessment techniques are provided, and these techniques form five groups of evaluation methods :
net present value methods, rate of return, ratio method, payback methods, and accounting methods. Evaluators of project economic performance extensively apply cost-benefit and costeffectiveness analyses as well (e.g. HM Treasury, 2003; Grun, 2006) . The earned value management technique can be used for evaluation of the project performance, as well as the tools of the phase-assured and phase-earned value analyses (Bower & Finegan, 2009) . A brief description of these methods is provided in Table 1 . All these methods are applied at different stages of the evaluation process.
Generally, issues related to the evaluation process framework are widely studied (e.g. However, the proposed perspective is considered to be more suitable for the purpose of this paper, due to the fact that it allows researchers to evaluate not only methodological aspects but also objectives, clients, stakeholders, project teams, process, and results of Foresight projects. 
Matrix analysis
Determining the contribution of each method to achievement of a particular objective
Quality of output Interviews
Were results achieved through implementation of a particular method of high / medium / low quality? (Table 3) . To sum up the above-mentioned examples of stages in the Foresight evaluation process, several common elements can be identified. In all cases of Foresight evaluation, some preparatory activities (e.g. determining rationales or planning) take place. After that, evaluation procedures are implemented and results are presented. The framework of Foresight evaluation constructed in correspondence with project evaluation framework is shown on Figure 3 . 
Variety of methods
Analysis of documentation
Comparison: project evaluation vs. Foresight evaluation
As mentioned in the previous sections, the approaches applied to evaluation of economic efficiency and project implementation are quite different, but some elements of both can be applied to Foresight evaluation. For the purpose of identifying these elements, we compared a traditional approach to project evaluation and Foresight evaluation approach (Table 4) Given the fact that Foresight has several specific characteristics, the process of its evaluation differs considerably from the traditional project evaluation framework. First, the purpose of evaluation is different. Project evaluation concentrates on the efficiency of funds' usage or the economic justification of a project (especially for investment projects) and searching for ways to improve the project's design. Meanwhile, Foresight evaluation emphasises the importance of project success assessment, and its results have an influence on the future directions of Foresight development. As the purposes of evaluation determine the general design of the process, the evaluation frameworks are constructed in different ways. Significant attention is paid to pre-evaluation procedures according to the traditional approach: evaluators conduct an in-depth analysis of data sources and methods for data estimation, and also identify barriers for full-fledged evaluation and opportunities for overcoming these obstacles. A preliminary stage takes place for Foresight evaluation process as well. However, this stage comprises only evaluation plan development (as usual, -for internal use only‖) and listing the selected evaluation criteria without any specifications. As a result, users of information on Foresight evaluation have limited capabilities to understand the principles of criteria and methods selection. Furthermore, the traditional approach highlights the necessity of identifying key evaluation stakeholders, while no attention is given to this issue during analysis of Foresight.
Several similarities should be pointed out concerning the common evaluation criteria applied by the process approach for project evaluation and the approach for Foresight evaluation.
Nearly all of the common criteria were borrowed from the process approach and then used in At the same time, Foresight evaluation addresses many evaluation topics that are beyond the scope of the traditional evaluation approach, including the client, project team, and methodology applied in assessed project (Table 5 ). Additionality as an indicator is employed in both traditional and Foresight evaluation approaches. Nonetheless, the focus of additionality analysis is different: the former approach estimates input and output additionality, while the latter concentrates on behavioural additionality. Objectives are also included as the subject of evaluation of analysed approaches, although some distinctions arise with regard to criteria. The main distinction concerns the evaluation of resource allocation. 
Conclusions
Projects of all types are subject to evaluation processes at every stage of their implementation. Ex ante evaluation is aimed at supporting decision-making activities, which seek to decide whether the project should be implemented, while ex post evaluation helps to identify the project's strengths and weaknesses. This research focuses on ex post evaluation mechanisms applied to project evaluation in general, with special attention paid to Foresight projects.
Traditional approaches to project evaluation comprise economic analysis of the project's efficiency and analysis of the entire project's performance. Techniques to evaluate investment projects fall within the boundaries of the first area; the second research area includes issues concerning projects of different types. The traditional approach has accumulated a wide range of theoretical concepts and practical recommendations for evaluation process organisation.
Foresight evaluation is a quite -young‖ scientific and practical area, although several successful evaluation activities have been implemented and a significant number of research papers have been prepared. Thus, though specific approaches to Foresight evaluation have been shaped, the formulation of its framework and methods is still ongoing. The development of a general Foresight evaluation framework is presented in this paper.
This paper carries out a comparative analysis of evaluation approaches to traditional and Foresight projects and identifies directions for improvement of the Foresight evaluation framework. This comparison reveals several distinctions. These differences can be partially explained by Foresight specificity, i.e. the long-term impact of Foresight projects leads to the lack of implementation of financial indicators. Meanwhile, some adjustments should be done to improve the performance of the Foresight evaluation process. It is rational to borrow some elements of the traditional approach's evaluation process and to therefore supplement the Foresight evaluation framework.
Certain lessons for Foresight evaluation from project management were identified:
1. Development of an evaluation model. This element of the evaluation process has started to be applied in analysis of Foresight projects, but it is still not widespread. Furthermore, the controlling function is realised by comparing financial indicators with planned level norms.
Increasing transparency for evaluation results.
Information concerning methodology, selection of criteria, and implementation methods of a Foresight project is not always available for interested audiences, and moreover it is sometimes classified. This is a significant obstacle for Foresight evaluation skills and knowledge dissemination.
In the framework of this research the main ways for improvement of Foresight evaluation methodology were identified. The in-depth analysis and detailed instructions for implementation of proposed changes are objectives of following researches.
